TABLE D-3    Estimated Range for da, the Carcinogen-Equivalent Number of (Actively Smoked) Cigarettes Inhaled Daily by Subjects Without a Smoking Spouse
04/0i : All                 0.0124	1.8                 0.225
(3,:      All                 2.93               1.41	0.14               0.803             0.46
Rate ratio 1.3"    0.12-0.93*     0.12-0.27''     0.24-0.57	0.48-0.89      0.26-0.53      0.46-0.93
(311)-(123)    (311)-(423)    (311)-(123)    (311)-(123) 1.14    0.05-0.47 (311H123)
"Assured causal rate ratio.
*Range of do in cigarettes/day over 30 exposure histories and all (0n/{l\, j3|).
'Exposure history where maximum and minimum occurred.
JRange of do over 30 exposure histories.
TABLE D-4    Estimates of dQ Based on Various Constituents of ETS in Cigarettes/Day
Constituent                    Range
NDMA                          0.17-3.75
BaP                              0.0084-1.89
RSP                              0.0001-0.005
give an estimated range for do under the assumptions that the ratio of the pulmonary (tissue) dose of active carcinogen in nonsmokers without smoking spouses to the pulmonary dose in active smokers is equal to the ratio of the pulmonary dose of BaP, NDMA, or RSP in the same populations. The estimates in Table D-4 are based on (1) the dosimetric measurements given in Table 2-10 and Chapter 7 and (2) the daily number of hours of self-reported ETS exposure among nonsmokers without smoking spouses (Wald and Ritchie, 1984; Friedman et al., 1983). Details of the calculations used to produce Table D-4 are given in Remark 11 of the Technical Discussion. The dosimetry of the biomarkers nicotine and cotinine is more complicated and is discussed in Remark 12.
There is a serious problem in reconciling the estimate of <£0 (Table D-4) based on BaP with that based on RSP, since RSP is often assumed to be a good surrogate for polycyclic hydrocarbons such as BaP. The estimate derived from the BaP measurements isy about eightfold from 0.12 to 0.93 cigarettes per day. For a given pair of values of ft and ft/ft, the variation in d0 over the 30 exposure histories is only about twofold. When we use the summary estimate of 1.14 from the U.S. studies in lieu of the summary estimate of 1.3, our estimates of d0 are diminished accordingly.
